
Dr. Linus Pauling 
Chemistry Laboratorilbs 
CaJ.tiornia Institute of Technology 
Pasadena A,, California 

Dear Dr. Paulfng: 

On two occasions when I have been privileged to hear you speak, you 
have mtde the plhdrktU$hat intmmolecular forces 91 cryatallizat%on are based 
on self-complementasity rather than an any systegl of attraction cf bike strw- 
tures. I .mst confess that I am somwhat puzzled by the argument, perhaps 
because of the distame of my own apecialieation/ 

May I put my question fyr this for@. If aqq two molecular species, h and B 
are chosen at random, on what basis is it mre likely thr,t A wilL. be comphemm- 
tary to A than to B? If the latter were as likely, then mIxed cry&&& should 
be as prevcihent as pure, which, I gather, is mt so. Tc be rzore explicit, why 
3.8 glucose a closer com~lemntary fit on glucose thabl, say, on galactose? If 
self-conplementarhty is n rule among organic n?c;bac~laeg is this a necessary 
feature of molecular strut ture, or a rule that is uni,.~ue to cmqxmnds of bio- 
logical intere 9 t? 

Pours sincerBly, 

Jmhua kcederberg 
Professor of %ne$ics 

P.S. In your talk at Detroit, I especially enjoyed ym.r allusiaar to the 
Landsteinerian vs. PaLLingian experkmr\_tal logkcs, which stated very well 
the divergence of approach mong at least some physicLsts and sonre biologists, 
I have to adtit that I incline qmelf t> Landetef$cw’s orientation, and remg- 
nize what a serious constraint it is. 


